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12. (Amended) The isolation structure of Claim 11, wherein the recessed portion 
comprises a trench structure having [an aspect ration] a ratio of height to width of less than 



Claim Objections 

The Examiner has objected to Claim 12 due to an informality. In response, Applicants 
have amended Claim 12 to replace "ration" with "ratio." 
Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 112 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, for 
indefmiteness, questioning what Applicants mean by "as aspect ratio." 

Applicants submit that the term is well understood in the art and is furthermore defined 
at page 5 of Applicant's specification as a ratio of height:width. Accordingly, Applicants have 
amended Claim 12 to recite "a ratio of height to width" rather than an aspect ratio. The skilled 
artisan will understand that "height" and "depth" are used interchangeably when referring to 
trenches in semiconductor fabrication. 
Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 11, 14 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Trumpp et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,502,914). 

Applicants have amended independent Claim 1 1 to further define the dielectric material 
as comprising a "halide-doped silicon oxide." Applicants submit that, as Trumpp et al. taught 
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use of polyimide, which is a polymer, the claimed invention distinguishes the teachings of 



Trumpp et al. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner has rejected dependent Claims 12 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Trumpp et al in view of Swan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,356,828). 
Applicants respectfully submit that this rejection is moot in view of the amendment to 
independent Claim 11, discussed above. 

The Examiner has also rejected dependent Claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trumpp et al. In particular, the Examiner stated that "Although Trumpp et 
al. and Swan et al. do not teach exactly the material as that claimed by Applicant . . . [i]t 
appears that these changes produce no functional difference and therefore would have been 
obvious." 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Claim 16 specifically recites "a Fluoride- 
doped silicon dioxide composition," which is neither taught nor suggested by the art of record. 

Even if "no functional difference" were a proper formulation of the obviousness inquiry, 
Applicants submit that the formation of polyimide and halide-doped silicon oxide are very 
different and do constitute functional differences in the overall fabrication process and 
structure. While silicon oxide materials are clean and compatible with semiconductor 
fabrication, polymers such as polyimide contaminate semiconductor structures. 

As the art of record does not teach or suggest use of halide-doped silicon oxides filling 
recessed portions of semiconductor substrates, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner 
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has not presented a prima facie case of obviousness, and that the claims are allowable over the 
art of record. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that 
the application is in condition for allowance and respectfully request the same. If the Examiner 
sees a remaining issue, however, the Examiner is cordially invited to call the undersigned to 
discuss such issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 

KNOBBE, MARTENS, OLSON & BEAR, LLP 



Dated 



Original signed by 
J. B. BEAR 



ASA-3884 
091198 



By: 



Original signed by 
J. 13. BEAR 



James B. Bear 

Registration No. 25,221 

Attorney of Record 

620 Newport Center Drive 

Sixteenth Floor 

Newport Beach, CA 92660 

(949) 760-0404 
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